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CHAPTER   I. 
IIITROrUCTIOIT. 

I  The  question  of  officienoy  in  school  aafciinl&'jration  as 

determined  by  the  type  of  exoouLive  control  has  often  "been 
discussed  "but  seldom  studied  soinotif  ically,     'h ether  mul- 
tiple  cotrol  is  more  efficient,  as  good  as,  or  inferior 
to  unitary  executive  control  has  not  received  the    study  its 
import?  nco  Justifies, 

finit-  Unitary  executive  control  is  one  man  control  T/here  there 

a  of 

rms     is  a  single  executive  head  of  the  entire  school  system* 

Multiple  executive  control  implies  two  or  more  executive 
heads, 
rpose       The  purpose  of  this  study  has  heen  to  find  out  rrhether 
the  cost  of  education  is  greater  in  cities  having  one  kind 
of  executive  control  than  in  cities  havinr  the  other.  Are 
"business  or  other  departnents  better  ahle  to  save  money  or 
to  spend  more  wisely  TThon  not  under  tlie  control  of  the  sup- 
erintendent? Is  the  cost  of  education  greater  in  cities 
having  multiple  executive  control  or  in  cities  having  unitary 
executive  control? 
thod        In  an  attempt  to  answer  these  questions  a.  questionnaire 
ocedure  (see  follovdnc  page)  v/as  sent  out  to  the  superintendents  of 
all  cities  of  one  hundred  thousand  populrtion  or  more.   The 
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UITIVERSITT  OF  CALIIi'OnrfIA 
Department  of  Eduoation 
BERKELEY 


February  22,  1922, 


TO  THE  SUPER HITEHDEnTS  OF  ALL  CITIES 
OF  100,000  POPDLATIOn  OR  MORE. 

I^  dear  Superintendent: 

Pleaoe   aupply  me  vritai  the  information  oalled  for  on  the 
bottom  of  this  page.      To  "be  of  service  it  must  "be  returned  rith* 
in  ten  days.     For  your  oooperation  I  vill  send  you  a  suimary 
of  the  report  nithin  a  month, 

Texy  sincerely  yours. 


AsBOoiatG  Professor  in  Education  Administration, 
FOR  THE  SCEOOL  YEAH  1920  -  1921. 
'EKPx.OJJSESSTt  Kind  er/>ar  ton 


AVERAGE  DAILY 

ATTEHDAUCE: 


Hifi^  School 
(9  to  12)      " 


Kindergarten^ 


Elflsnentary 
"(1  to  8)     " 
Total 


COST! 


Hi^  school 
(9  to  12) 

maintenance 


Elementary 
'fl  to  8)     " 
Total 


Outlay 


Are  all  executive  deimrtmento  subordinate  to  the  Superintendent^ 
If  not  what  departments  report  directly  to  the  Board  of  Educat- 

ion  

Pleaee  send  me  a  copy  of  the  rules  of  your  Board  of  Educat- 
ion, your  last   aaniisl  roport.  stcttlstJlcal  und  financial  roporT" 
of  the  auditor  or  clerls  and  your  last  oalnry  schedule. 
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pettLrns  rjore  separated  into  two  groups  on  the  tasis  of 
their  ans\7ers  to  the  questions:  "Are   all  executive  de- 
partments subordinate  to  the  Superintendent?"  and  "If 
2U>t  •^at  departments  report  directly  to  the  Board  of 
Education"?  The  figures  on  enrollment,  average  daily 
attendance  and  cost  uero  then  tabulated  and  oheckefl  by  re- 
ference to  the  printed  reports  called  for.  When  ve   could 
not  check,  a  second  letter  -was  sent  defining  Just  T7het 
wae  meant.  A  oopy  of  this  second  letter  is  given  on  the 
following  page.  In  some  oases  it  was  necessary  to  send 
several  letters  to  get  returns. 

Per  pupil  costs  were  then  figured  for  each  city- 
regular  maintenance  or  running  expenses  per  pupil,  end 
outlay  per  pupil.   These  were  figured  both  on  enrollment 
and  on  average  daily  attendance.  Outlay  is  the  amount 
invested  during  taie  ye  fir  in  permanent  school  facilities 
such  as  sites,  buildings,  improvements,  fixtures  and  equip- 
ment. Maintenance  includes  all  other  expense  of  the  school 
Byetem,  administration,  supervision,  instruction,  heating, 
lighting,  and  Janitor  services,  etc. 

These  per  pupil  costs  •\7ere  ranked  for  each  group  of 
cities,  for  tliosG  having  miatiple  executive  control  and 
for  those  having  unitary  executive  control,  and  the  mediarui 
and  means  found  for  each.  These  median  and  mefji  costs  were 
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DUIVERSITY  OF  CiailJORJTIA 
Department  of  Eduoatlon 


HBTOh  15,   1922. 

Snperiiitendejit  of  Schools » 
Kcuisae  City,  Konsae, 

I^  dear  Sir: 

I  wieh  to  thank  you  for  your  very  pit>mpt  attention  to  the 
request  for  costs  and  cnrollmont  data  In  my  recent  letter,  a 
copy  of  Y/hich  is  attached*     Hiero  is,  hoT/ever,  one  point  upon 
uhicdi  x'Q  did  not  get  a  uniform  Interpretation,  na  ely,   "out- 
Xty"  and  "maintenance," 

%  "OUTLiar"  we  wish  to  secure  the  «ciount  invested  during 
the  year  1920-21  in  permanent  school  facilities  such  as  sites, 
buildings,  improvements,  fixtures  and  equlpioent. 

Under  "MAIHXEI7AITCB"  we  wish  classified  dl  other  expense 
of  the  school  system  incluaing  administration,   supervision, 
instruction,  heating,  lighting  and  Janitor  service,  etc»     \1111 
you  he  kind  onoueh  to  cive  us  a  re-statement  of  those  t\70  items? 

?/e  have    tihus  far  had  more  than  40  returns   from  the  cities 
of  100,000  or  more.     The  tahulatlon  of  the  returns  received 
is  tending  to  show  a  very  pronounced  advantage  In  unified 
control  as  opposed  to  multiple  control. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 
iasodate  Professor  in  Educational  Administration, 


oirsAs  ci!FY.  gaassAs  1920-21. 
yunwssASGR 


owsLm 
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figured  at  tliree  different  times,  each  time  ueine  all  the 
returns  then  in;  imd  each  time  the  results  v/orc  euhfitant- 
ially  the  same.  Therefore  it  is  quite  certtin  that  the 
ficureo  in  the  tables  {jlve  a  very  true  picture  of  the  sit- 
uation. 

Later  a  similar  quontionnaire  was  sent  to  the  super- 
intenfients  of  nil  cities  having  a  population  hetveen  tvjenty- 
five  thousand  and  one  hundred  thousand.   The  returns 
were  treated  in  much  the  same  manner  except  that  per  pupil 
costs  uere  not  figured  for  each  city  "but  for  each  group  of 
cities;  that  is,  for  those  under  multiple  executive  control 
and  for  those  under  unitary  executive  control. 

Ab   a  farther  check  per  pupil  costs  of  eflucation  under 
multiple  executive  control  and  under  unitary  executive  con- 
trol vere  figured  for  the  school  year  1917  -  1918.   This 
was  figured  from  data  made  available  in  the  United  States 
Bureau  of  Education* a  Bulletin  entitled  "Statistics  of 
City  School  Systems",  published  in  1920* 

From  the  data  secured  by  the  questionnaire  it  vjas 
also  possible  to  figure  the  percent  of  attendance  and  the 
holdinc  p0T7er  of  the  high  school  for  each  city  and  for  each 
group  of  cities.  The  percent  of  rttendanoe  V7as  found  by 
dividing  the  total  average  daily  attendance  by  the  total 
enrollmont.  The  holding  power  of  the  hi^  school  vras  found  by 


diviclixiG  the  average   dtdly  attendance  of  the  high  school 
hy  the  total  average  dally  attend&jioe,  that  is,  Isy  the 
average  daily  attendance  of  the  kindergarten,  elementary 
and  high  school  coratined.       Thie  w  b  done  for  each  city 
in  the  group  of  the  larger  cities  or  those  over  one  hun- 
dred thousand  population,  but  not  for  those  in  the  group 
of  smaller  cities.     In  the  latter  ease  the  cities  t/ere 
not  treated,  individually. 
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OEftPTBR   II. 

FIHMCLAX  DIggEREITCES. 

It  is  readily  seen  from  the  tatles  that  follor? 
(pages  12  to    26     )   that  the  cost  of  education  under  mul- 
tiple executive  control  is  uniformly  ^rerter  than  the  cost 
under  unitary  executive  control. 

Tahle  V,  page  17  ,  gives  in  su^Tmary  form  the  mean 
and  median  costs  of  tahles  I  to  IV  inclusive,   together 
with  figures  on  total   cost  of  education  per  pupil  Tvith 
differences  hct\7een  the  unitary  and  the  multiple  gpotqps 
f0r  the  school  year  1920-21.   Thus  it  is  seen  that  the 
mean  totr.l  cost  of  education  per  pupil  enlrolled  is  eif::hty- 
three  dollars  and  fifty-five  cents   (§83.55)   for  that 
group  of  cities  having  unitary  controlt  and  ninety-four 
dollars  and  sixteen  cents   ($94.16 J   for  the  group  having 
noltiple  control.     That  is*  the  mean  cost  of  education  per 
pupil  enrolled  is  ten  dollars  and  sixty-one  cents   (.^-10.61) 
more  in  those  cities  having  multiple  control  than  in  those 
havin^j  unitary  control,     l-ihen  figured  on  averego  daily 
attendance  the  mean  total  cost  of  education  is  one  hun- 
dred one  dollars  and  tfcirty-one  cents   ($101.31)  per  pup- 
il in  thorie  cities  having  unitary  control,  and  one  hundred 
fifteen  dollars  and  sixty-one  cents  (vllB.61)   per  pupil  in 


,S«o.-.P.. 


-l&^i 


^-V        V 
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thOBO  cities  having  multiple  control.     That  is,  it  ooeto 
fourteen  aollars  ancl  thirty  oent»  i$lA*ZO)  more  per  pup- 
il in  the  cities  having  multiple  control  than  in  those 
TTith  unitary  control. 

The  median  costs  per  pupil  show  even  more  striking 
differences.     The  median  tot;  1  cost  of  eaucation  per  pup- 
il enrolled  is  for  those  cities  having  unitary  control 
seventy-three  dollars  and  seventy-nine  cents   ($73.79), 
and  for  those  having  multiple  control  eighty-seven  clcl- 
lars  and  fcrty-fivc  cents   (|;8?.45).     The  iSedian  cost 
per  pupil  enrolled  is  seen  to  he  thirteen  dollars  and 
sixty-six  cents   ($13.66)  grerter  in  cities  having  m- 1- 
tiple  control  of  their  school  systems  than  in  those  cities 
having  unitary  control.     Figured  on  average   daily  attend- 
ance the  median  total  cost  of  education  per  pupil  ic  ninety- 
one  dollars  and  forty- trro  cents   ($91.42)   for  those  cities 
having  unitary  control,   and  one  hundred  slz  dollars  and  forty- 
five  cents   ($106.45)   for  cities  v;ith  multiple  control.     Or, 
the  total  cost  of  education  per  pupil  in  averare   daily  attan- 
iLsja»e  is  over  fifteen  dollars  greater  in  cities  having  mul- 
tiple control  than  it  is  in  those  cities  having  unitary 
control  of  their  school  systems. 

From  Tahle  VI,  page    18    ,  it  is  8e«a  that  in  the  group 
of  smaller  cities  the  mean  cost  per  pupil  enrolled  for  main- 
tenance is  Tour  dollars  and  sixty-seven  cents   (^4.67)  high- 
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er  in  those  citios  having':  multiple  executive  control. 
The  coBt  for  outlay  in  those  cities  is  seen  to  loe  one  dol- 
lar and  thirty-eigiht  cents    f 01.38)  higher.     The  mean  cost 
per  pupil  in  avora^e  daily  attendaaoe  is  seen  to  "be  ten 
dollars  and  seventeen  cents   (01O.17)  higher  in  the  cities 
having  raultiplo  control.     For  outlay  it  is  tv;o  dollarB 
and  ninety-two  cents   (|i2.92)  laoro.     The  total  cost  of  educat- 
ion per  pupil  enrolled  is  seen  to  he  six  dollars  and  five 
cents   ($6.05)  more,  and  the  total   oost  of  education  pcsr 
pupil  in  average  daily  attenenaoe,  thirteen  dollars  and 
nine  cents  (#13. 09)  more  in  thoso  cities  haying  multiple 
executive  control  than  in  thoso  having  unitary  executive 
control. 

In  table  VII,  page    20    ,  it  is  seon  that  the  same  thing 
held  triie  during  1917  -  1918.     The  mean  oost  of  education 
per  pupil  in  average  daily  attendance  t/as  nine  dollars  and 
t\7enty-five  conte   (#9.25)  higher  in  cities  having  multiple 
executive  con  tare  1. 


!P/iBLE  I. 
A  COMP/HISOir  OP   Tm  COST  OF  LIAIITTElTAnOE  PER  PUPIL  ^- 
ROLLKD  UimFJl  IIULTIPLT^  EXECUTIVE  CONTROL   MP  OTTT'SR  M- 
IT.AHY  EXECUTI7E  C07TTR0L  I^  CITIES  OF  THE  UmTEI)  STATES 
OF  100.000  POPULATION  Jm  OVER  F^  m  SCHOOL  YEAR 
1920  -  1921.    '  ITH  FIGURES  FOR   THE  IHDIVIDUAL  CITIES. 


MULTIPLE  COITTHOL 


UITIT'RY  COUTRQL. 


Indianapolio 

Seattle 

Cleveland 

Portlijid 

Grand  Rapids 

rhiladelphia 

Boston 

Toledo 

St.  Louis 

Hev  Orleans 

Spokane 

ttercester 

San  Franoi£!<H> 

Ueuark 

Chioaco 

Younrjstov/n 

Lor ant on 

!IilT7aukee 

Providence 

Uayton 

Los  Angeles 

Bridgeport 

Lotiisville 

San  Antonio 


Mean 

Bidian 


§105 .OS 
99.40 
92.06 
90.22 
89.31 
88.06 
87.59 
87.34 
70.42 
75.37 
74.96 
74.86 
73.61 
69.60 
68.63 
68.49 
65.86 
54.06 
63.57 
61,37 
60.66 
58.95 
57.77 
40.66 


74.79 
74.23 


Buffalo 
Columbus 
OakXaad 
I>e8  ISoines 
Yonljiers 
Detroit 
.ashineton 
Clinneapolis 
-Jersey  City 
?all  River 
Lotjell 
Denver 
lew  Bedford 
Salt  Lake  City 
ISrenton 
•Patereon 

Oam"bricls® 
Uorfollr 

^jOfiQ&s  City,  2:an, 

Baltizoore 

Reading 

Riolmaond 

Birrainghffin 

Atlanta 

Kashville 


Mean 

SEtdian 


'  .  Y- 


7;l^ 


i«-out- 


Uf^' 


^Z' ^L^C^ty^^et-^ 


^8.53 
94.95 
93.81 
68.83 
87.98 
82.99 
81.51 
77.68 
75.27 
73.67 
70.60 
70.02 
57.10 
66.96 
66.89 
66.87 
64.58 
69.60 
59.19 
58.06 
54.51 
46.24 
40.76 
40.60 
27.29 


68.579 

67.10 

^7,  /r 
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TABLE  II. 


A  coiiP/^Risoir  OF  Tm  coss  (f 


PER  PU^IL  HI 


AVERAGE  DAILY  ATOEITD^MTOE  UUDSn  LIULTIPl^  EXEOUTIYE  QOg- 

IROL  iUHD  uimEn  usig/CT  igcECUTiY:::  coiriROL  iir  cities  of 
TEs:  tmiTEi)  zTAms  of  100,000  ropiiL^gion  ahd  07F.r  for 

THE  SCHOOL  YEm  1920  -  1921,   UITE  FIGURKS  FOR  THF 

HiriVirUAL  0I5IES. 
MULTIPLE  OOITTROL  UUITA.^  COITTROL 


Seattle 

Indianapolie 

Portlfind 

Toleao 

Lob  An^elee 

Beatoa 

9mL  Frenoieoo 

Ckraod  Rapids 

CX«T6lana 

Phil  dolphia 

l^kane 

"Severk 

Tiorc  enter 

Yovm^fstoxin 

St.  Louie 

Hev;  Orleans 

Chioago 

Seranton 

Kllrrptikee 

Provieience 

Iiotiierille 

l>ayton 

Bridgeport 

San  Antonio 


Bean 

ISedian 


Ca£2.14 

Buffalo 

$122.59 

118. S9 

Oakland 

110.98 

IIG.IS 

OoluuLus 

107.03 

116.10 

Detroit 

107.55 

107.08 

Dee  lloinee 

106.27 

106.41 

Yonkers 

104.53 

106.96 

Waehington 

IOC. 92 

105.15 

I!i.nneaix)lle 

95.13 

99.98 

Denver 

92,65 

98.85 

Jersey  City 

91.04 

94.68 

Peterson 

85.71 

94.  2» 

LoT?ell 

86.32 

87.47 

Trenton 

83.11 

86.98 

Fall  River 

80.79 

86.  8S 

Salt  Lake  City 

79.44 

85.47 

Cfm'briage 

74.35 

84.16 

Hew  Bedford 

74.16 

77.40 

Kansas  City,  Kan. 

72.99 

77.05 

Baltimore 

71.24 

75.77 

l&rfolk 

66.54 

74.29 

Richmond 

60.31 

71.62 

Reeaing 

55.94 

69.02 

Birmlng'hflai 

47,69 

50.07 

Atlanta 

43.16 

Haehville    / 

33.30 

9&.l£i4 

Mean 

8P.il 

90.85 

aidian 

83.11 
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TABEE  III. 


A  COMPARlSOir  OT  TEE  COST  FOR  OUTLAY  PER  PUPIL  ElOOIr- 
LED  Unt'ER  MDLTIPLE  EXECUTIVE  COUTROL  .'MP  UITXER  UNIT- 
ARY EXECUTIVE  COITTROL  DT  CITIES  OF  THE  UTTITSD  STATES 
Of.  100.000  POPULATIOn  AJTD  QVBH  FOR   Tl '  SCHOOL  YEAR 
l»gO  -  1921.   V.ITH  FIGURES  FOR  Tm   IHDIVIDUAL  CITI^. 


MDLTIPLE  COITTROL 


Indianapolis 

^0.75 

Dayton 

72.54 

Grand  RapidB 

30.70 

Toledo 

30.68 

Cleveland 

30.09 

Yoimr  Dtovm 

27.21 

Ohio  ago 

18.28 

Uewaxk 

18.02 

Los  AngelMi 

16.43 

PortlRnd 

13.79 

Soranton 

13.22 

Boston 

12.96 

liilwankee 

12.  9S 

liw  Orleans 

12.77 

fsrooBtor 

10.13 

Spokrnj 

9.84 

Brideeport 

9.51 

St.  Louie 

8.64 

Seattle 

5.76 

Phllrdelphia 

4.54 

Providenoe 

2.44 

Louisville 

2.13 

San  Antonia 

2.09 

UlTITARY  COITTROL 

Detroit 

Baltimore 

Salt  Lake  City 

Denver 

Jersey  City 

Paterson 

Yonkere 

Sinn eapo lis 

Horfolk 

5sw  Bedford 

DsB  Moines 

Washington 

Trenton 

Kansas  City,  Kan. 

Fall  River 

Oakland 

Reading 

Omaha 

Richmond 

Hashville 

Cambridge 

Atlanta 

Columbus 

Lowell 

Birminghm 


$63.84 
45.91 
40.34 
33.34 
32.86 
«1.94 
£8.47 
23.82 

17. ns 

11.72 
8.72 
8.09 
6.69 
5.73 
5.57 
5.51 
4.49 
3.00 
2.39 
2.28 
2.06 
2.06 
1.76 
.68 
.68 


Uaaa 

Median 


19.366 
13.22 


Ilean 
Median 


14.989 
6.69 
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lABLE   IV. 


A  COMPARISOH  OF  THE  COST  FOR  OUTLAT  PER  PUPIL  ra  AV- 
ERAGE  DAILY  AgCBSDABCE  UITDSR  MULTIPU^.  EXECUTIVE  COH^ 
TROL  .'^D  mJER  UiriTAHY  EXECUTIVE  COTTTROL  III  CITIES 
OF   THE  UITITED  STATES  OF  100.000  POPUL-TIOH  AUD  OT^.n 
FOR  THE  SCHOOL  YEAR  1920  -  1921.  •  ITH  FIGURES  FOR  TEE 

IimiVIDUAL  CIglllS. 


HDLTIPLE  COFIROL 


Ladi&napolle 

Toledo 

Grand  Rapids 

Yoxuagstovm 

Clerelajad 

I«8  Ajogelfts 

JTetrark 

Chictigo 

Portland 

Boston 

Soranton 

MUnBukee 

Uaw  Orleans 

Spolcane 

V/oroeetor 

Bridgepo  rt 

Sv,  Louis 

Soattle 

Philadelphia 

Providenoo 

Louisville 

San  Antonio 


MITAKY  COITROL 


#90.98  Detroit  #8S«74 

84.66  Baltimore  66«36 

40.78  Salt  Lake  City  47.86 

36  .IS  Denver  44.12 

24*56  Pat arson  40*94 

32.68  Jersey  City  39.74 

29.05  Yonkors  33.83 

24. 39  Minneapolis  29 .  17 

22.41  Horlolk  19.96 

17.76  Bow  Bedford  12.96 

15.73  Dee  noines  10.44 

15.60  Washington  10.02 

16.54  Trenton  8.31 

14.49  Eansas  City,  Zan.  7.06 

12.52  Oakland  6.52 

11.84  Fall  River  6.11 

11.13  Reading  4.61 

9.56           Omaha  3.63 

7.07  Richmond  3.12 

5.10           Atlanta  3,03 

2.90  Nashville  s.79 

2.74           Cambridge  2.36 

2,58           Coltcn>ius  2.00 

Louell  ,85 

Birmingham  , 68 


Iledian 


23.483 
15.60 


Mean 

Median 


19.166 
8.31 


A  GoiiPAaisoir  OF  Tm  co^t  m 


TABLE  Vs, 

0""  0!T  A  ESS  PIJPIL  BASIS  UBIJffi?  rjDL- 


TIPLS  GonriioL  .v:  'j::ig|,  qapigy  coBfaoL  i:t  ciTii:r  of  tk;-  -rTms 
]p  agUBs  OF  100.000  POPHL/Tiorr  aiid  over  for  the  school  iba» 

%9Z0  "  1921,* 


DIF?EHE3rCEr  III  FAVOT.  ;T? 


Unitaary 
contarol 


•6  on  Sagrellasat 
ft*  7«r  2aEiisl«iiftat« 

b*  F«r  Otitl^  ^ 

Total 


i^ean  Ooct  FjL^rured 
OA  Ar«  Bally  At 


4.  For  Miiint«2aii»o  1}  OS .15      If  8S.14       #  00*00       p.99 


!>•  For  Outlay 
Total 


MtdiL 


19.17 


00*00      f^.gi 


It 

^?115.61      felOl.Sl       b  00.00       I 


S14,30 


riedian  Oost  li'j^r.a-'o 
On  rjiroUaeirt 


a.  For  :ialnteimiB  •  il_74*gg       MT^XQ      1$  00.00       ^.15 


b«  For  Qutlqr 
fotftl 


G.C9 


OC.OO       Ig.ss 


87.46 


73.  7d 


i^dlan  Coot  FicvTGi 
on  Ar.  Bally  Attondh 


fe  00.00       { 


&IB,6S 


Jk 


I 


I).  For  Outlay 
Total 


ki^ 


86      p  8g>ll      p  00.00       1^7.74 


O.Sl       f     00.00       j  7,29 


\    1S.G0      I        .—       ■     ^ 

106.45      I:   91.42      jv  00.00       j 


:-lS.Q8 


SwTonty-flTe  percent  of  tho  cltioo  eont  ooiaplote  rcplloe;  elcv«a 
poreei^  Bout  inoonqplctot  aud  fourteffli  peroont  none. 


TABLE  V  "b. 


100.000  POPOLAglOIT  ^7^  0V,>.     Oil  ^>^  SCSHOOX 


psa  PUPIL  CO 


CTS  OF 


lOH. 


k"d} 


•d  On    EnroUiODAt 
a.  For  llftittb«naao« 

V«  Tdr  OcitXogr 
Total 


*3ma  Cost  iigur-* 

•d  On  isp«  Bally 

Attoxidonoo 

4»  For  Malntjmaw  \$  SI. 93 


Inder 
.MnSmil 


I  74.77 
i^  93,74 


U'ni^Qri 


jSnrtirni 


0  83.41 


Difference  in  favor  of 


^  00,00 

00.00 

#  00.00 


b*  For  Oatlny 
Xotd 


I 


2g.88 


!0  Q2.03 


10.4C 


I  0124*81 


i#  00.00 

1 

I     00.00 


#100.45      i§  00.00 

I 


tsn 


rir,nr.roi 


^  5.9S 

4.38 

510.38 


4- 


#  a.90 

4.46 
4^14.36 


*        2i,L€>(i  Ui.>oa  aaevers  Itom  olclifcy-foxtr  percent  of  tiic  oltiea 
of  the  Unltod  Steteo  of  100,000  popxil cation  aad  over.      Fifty- 
seven  of  the    sixty-eight  cities  are   included,   tv/enty-six  hav- 
ing multiple   and   thirty-one   heving  unitary  executive   control. 


TABL5  VI. 

'  oowi^.z    '  _  m::  cost  of  i:'-.jc:::io:t  :r.oir  a  piis^  ^ijg» 

5P.0L  I!T  CITU^C  OF  I7r  U!II2::D  SI'Ein  r:l!IE  FHOLI 

S5.000  go  100.000  ropuLAnoi!  Fon  she 

SCHOOL  YFA^.  X980  -  19gl>* 
HBI  3PI^IL  OQStgS  OF  EPOCiAflWI^ 


:::a..;l;.::  iUiED 


icr 


^v*<y«!^«^ 


jJ3c-or 


"'nr? 


Control 


Cost  ?1^- 
W9A  on  Bnrol- 
ln»nt 
a,  For  3Riat«a»na» 


^  ^or  Ptttliy 


5Jotal 


I  7g*4ll 


JML 


|WV7? 


00.00 


t  •^•44 


16.S1 


-SSgoL 


#  00.00 


In  tBTor  of 


•i;J'V4ir»> 


t  4.67 


JbbBSL 


#  6.05 


BmmA  npoft  eS^tj^^-niiift  roplloe  to  ©or  qwJBtioiinairo. 
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TABLB  VII. 

A  CO|£msOT  OF   Tm  WKM  COSTS  OF  EDUCATIOIT  PER  PUPIL 
IE  AVERAG3  TAILY  ATTEITlPnACE  UUIER  LIDXTIPLE  SXECPTIVE 
CONTROL  _OT  UHDER  ITOIT^JTY  EXFXIUTIYK  COHTROL  in  CITIES 
OF  T^  UniTT.i;  ST.-'TSS   OF  100.000  rOPUL_-TIOI?  AUP  OVER 
gOR   Tm  SCHOOL  YF,I^R  1917  -  1D18.* 


Pnltaay         Ilultlple  Pifference 


Outlay 

Gonoral  Control 

Instruotlon 

Operation  of  Plant 

l&intenance 

Int.   on  Debt,  etc. 

Auxiliary  A^enoXes 


^  6.88 

$  9.88 

$2;.oo 

1.65 

2.50 

•  85 

39.22 

42,07 

2.86 

6.52 

6.68 

.16 

2.25 

2.78 

.53 

2.69 

4.£S 

1.53 

.99 

1.32 

.33 

Totals  ^60.20  #69   .45  |9.2e 


♦  Based  upon  data  from  Bonnor,  H.  R. ,   "Str.tistics  of 

City  School  Systems".  U.   S.  Bureau  of  Eauoatlon,  Bulletin 


CEAi?y.:./w  in. 
IffiASURES  OF  QUALITY. 

TUB  DB  asureiaent  of  quality  in  the  school  Bysteme  etttd- 
led  hac  necessarily  been  very  limited.     Only  e  complete 
Binrvey  could  do  Justice  to  the  individTml  citios.     But 
percent  of  attendance  and  holding  poT/er  may  give  ub  an  Idea 
of  the  quality. 

U7ith  this  In  mind  tables  VIII  to  XII,  pa^«  22  to  26 
were  compiled  from  the  data  furnished  by  the  quostionnalres. 
Tables  VIII,   IX,  and  I  give  the  percent  of  attendnaoe  for 
the  two  groups  of  citlos,  the  multiple  and  the  unitary. 
Tables  ZI  and  XII  gire  the  holding  porer  of  tihe  hi^  school. 

It  is  seen  from  tnese  tables  that  in  both  the  mean  and 
the  median  percontD,  the  cities  haying  unitaiy  executive 
control  have  Bomoi7hrt  hotter  attendance.     Like^vise  It  is  seen 
that  in  both  the  mean  percent  and  the  median  percent  the 
cities  having  unitary  control  have  a  little  better  holding 
po\»r.     This  is  moro  evident  in  the  median  per  cents,   the 
median  porcent  being  fourteen  and  forty  hundredths  (14.405^) 
for  the  group  having  unitary  control,  and  thirteen  and  four- 
teen hundredths    (13,14^)   for  the  grotip  having  multiple  control. 


■  -vf.: 
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TABLE  VIII. 

A  OOIPARISOIT  OP  THE  PBHCBITT 

OF   /TTiaJD'TICE 

UTTDER  MUL- 

TIPLE  EXECUTIVT^  OOHTROL  AITT 

UITTER  UniT'^RY 

EXECUTIVE 

COUTROI   III   CITII12   OF  THE  ITTITi:!)  ST/T^C   OF 

100.000 

POPUiATion  m-D 

OVER  FOR  THE 

SCHOOL  TEAR  1920  -  1921, 

WITH  PERCEKTAOES  FOR  TH3  ETDIVIDUAL  CITES 

• 

IIULTIPLE  CONTROL 

tmiT  -RZ 

OOHTROL 

Clovelana 

92.O85S 
90.32 

Wllmlneton 

90.045S 
97.43 

St.  Louis 

Reac'  inc 

Philt  delphia 

89.07 
88.76 

Akron 

95.95 

Inc ianapolic 

Atlanta 

94.06 

He\7  Orleans 

88.17 

Fall  River 

91.18 

Dayton 

85.68 

Hev;  Bedford 

90.48 

Worcester 

85.58 

Norfolk 

89.57 

Brideeport 

85.44 

Coluxnbie 

88.05 

Grand  Rapids 

84.91 

CiiEbridge 

86.87 

Soranton 

84.72 

Blrmin^jham 

85.47 

Provi donee 

8ij.91 

Oakland 

84.53 

Milwaukoo 

82.14 

Salt  Lake  City 

84.29 

Boston 

32.31 

Yonkers 

84.16 

Chicago 

81.55 

Des  Ilolnes 

83.58 

San  Antonio 

80.79 

Rooh ester 

82.89 

Spok.iie 

79.17 

Washington 

82.21 

Younestown 

78.73 

Lov«ii 

82.75 

Louisville 

77.76 

Jersey  City 

82.68 

Portland 

77.68 

Omaha 

82.61 

Toledo 

76.23 

ITashville 

81.95 

He\-ark 

73.86 

Ilinnoapolis 

81.66 

San  Francisco 

69.47 

Baltimore 

81.49 

Los  Ancelos 

56.55 

Kansas  City 

Tronton 

Buffalo 

Pfiterson 

Detroit 

RichraonA 

Denver 

•  Kan. 

81.10 
00.49 
80.37 
78.02 
77.16 
76.66 
75.57 

Fort  V.orth 

75.45 

Mean 
Median 


81.51 
82.73 


lean 


Itedian 


84.58 
82.85 


TABL3  IX. 


A  coir^ARisou  a?  tbe 


07  AlKCKflllAaOE  UTDSS 


TIPLS  COnilvOX  ASP  PIT  HI  UITITA^.Y  COITTROI  "  '     ~lim  OF 

.^a  fflg^gj  isisEs  CTi  100,009  ?<^iwOT  ism  ^SE 

FOn  THE  SCEOOL  YBAH  1920  -  1Q21.* 


oon^o! 


jgjg. 


Unacr 

Unitary 

Control 


rijyerenege  in  feror  of 


bontrol 


TEH 


fcontro 


anr 


TwrcQnt 


81*61 


84*58 


00.00 


S.07 


V9St9WBt 


{8S.7S 


8S«8£ 


00*00 


•12 


•    Baamt  vipon  data  from  •l^ty  paroont  of  tha  oltiee  of 
thD  Unltad  Statae  havine  100,000  population  or  over* 
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T-ABLE  X. 

JIPIJ:  COggHOL  ACT  PID^.  VlSlTfPj:  COBTHOL 

g£,ooo  20  100,000  i?OPCi./.gi     :  ::  si;: 


SCBDQL  YEf^  19S0  *-  1951.* 

■■■■■■iiaMaiiMiMMiawHaiiiMaaHBMiMWiMMaMiiaiiiiil* 


Control 


i9m9&fk 


ibntrol 


^S««9( 


Blffpono^  la  gavor  9^ 


Control 


0.00j( 


dontrol 


4*19^ 


7» 


«p©a  oig^ht^sr-fiizLe  replies  to  onr  Qneotloxiiiftlro* 
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lEABLE  XI. 


A  COLIPARISOII  OF  Hm  HOLDITTO  POSTER  0?    TOE   HICg!  SCHOOL 
UIIDER  lIDLglPLB  BXECUTIVF!  OOH!i!ROL  Aim  UHDER  UITITAHY 
EXECUTITF.  COHTROL  IH  CITIES  OP    mE  JmiTT.D  ST  TES  OF 
100.000  P0PUL.''.TI01Sr  AITD  OTSR  FOR    mp.  SCHOOL  YEAR 
1920  -  1921.      ITH  FIGURES  FOR   THR  IFDIYIDUAL  CITI-PS* 


MULTIPLE  COHTROL 


Spokane 

20.57^ 

Seattle 

20.  E4 

Portland 

20,01 

Grcnd  Hap ids 

19.19 

LoB  MqqIob 

18.35 

San  Antonio 

17.08 

Indianapolis 

16.05 

Day -ton 

15.32 

Boston 

14.98 

San  Franc icoo 

14.56 

Worcester 

14.38 

LouisYillo 

14.00 

Toledo 

12.28 

laiwaukee 

•'1.78 

Youngstov/n 

11.36 

Bricieeport 

11.12 

Cleveland 

11.07 

Providence 

10.89 

St.  Louis 

10.76 

Soranton 

10.45 

Philadelphia 

9.45 

Hewark 

8.95 

Chicago 

8.56 

^ev  Orloans 

6.10 

Median 


13.644 
13.14 


UTTITJ^Y  COITOROL 

Des  Moines  21.37^' 

Minneapolis  18.65 

Fort  Worth  18.39 

Peterson  18.03 

Columhus  18.02 

Ctmbridee  17.31 

Denver  16.86 

Omaha  16.67 

Oaklrnd  15.80 

".ashing  ton  15.38 

Akron  15.29 

Atlanta  15.05 

Birmingham  14.64 

Wilmingto  n  14 .  48 

Salt  Lake  City  14.32 

Lo  ell  14.15 

ITorfolk  12.94 

Buffalo  12.59 

Reeding  12.54 

I^etroit  11.67 
Kansas  City,  Ean.       11.55 

Yonkers  11.05 

Hashville  10.01 

Fall  River  9.31 

Rochester  8.98 

Baltimore  8.17 

Uew  Bedford  6.10 

Iron ton  6.06 

IJaan  13.764 

Median  14.400 


C" 


TABI3  XII. 


^  eg:        01  sg.  ;£^  jpjzLii  po  m  of  the  iiice  school  unrga 

cisins  OF  m::  uinicnD  sTAiCEr  07  100 .000  poppla3?- 
joou  /j:d  ovni  For.  tet:  school  yp^ar  iggo  «  1921.* 


PEBCEaH?  ATEUQg  -n^ft^/ 


OF  THE  HIGS  SCHOOL 


IS  OF  2ir:  Tor.^  /v::::;ai:  i^aily  ATinixA-TCE. 


Control 


Difforoncoc  in  favor  of 


Contarol 


P«aro«nt 


19»64 


13.76 


00.00 


•12 


2liAiaa 

r«reent 


13.14 


14*40 


00.00 


l.£6 


*    Baaod  TQton  data  from  «l^t^  paxoamt  of  t2io  cities  of  the 
United  states  of  100»000  poptualloa  and  orar. 


• 

• 

» 

0£  . 
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CEAPTISR   lY. 
COnCLUCIOIT. 

There  oan  be  little  doubt  tliat   the   cost  of  education 
under  nmltiple  executive   control  ic  greater  than  that  under 
unitary  executive  control.     In  not  one  instance  was  thera 
a  peaay  in  favor  of  the  nraltiplG  group  no  matter  Tfliat  the  year 
or  what  th«  size  of  the  group.     The  yeer  1917  -  1418  &X79 
results  similar  to  the  year  1920  -  1921.     The  cities  between 
twenty-five  tlioussnd  and  one  hundred  thousand  population  gave 
results  similar  to  those  for  the  larger  cities. 

Even  in  the  few  measures  of  quality  that  it  was  possible 

to  get,  the  cities  having  unitary  executive  control  in  every 

case  surpassed  the  ci-ies  hrrving  multiple  executive  control. 

The  great  cost  of  multiple  control  is  better  understood 

if  per  pupil  costs  are   translated  into   total  amounts  spent. 

There  are  olose  to  ten  million  boys  and  girls  in  the  city 

schools  in  oiir  country.      (In  1917   :>here  were  over  eight  and 

one  half  million  pupils  enrolled  in  the  city  public  schools**-.) 

For  the  fiscal  year  ending  1921  the  cost  per  pupil  enrolled 

was  over  ten  dollars  greater  in  cities  having  multiple  control 

than  in  those  having  unitary  control.      ($10.61,  mean;   ;^13.66 

median;   table  V,  page  17.)      If  all  cities  were  to  hare  multiple 

or  divided  executive  control  of  tSieir  school  systems,  it  would 

&,  Statistical  Division,  Bureau  of  Education,  Statistics  of 
City  School  gygtems  1917-18.  Gov't.  Print.  Office,  Y/asnington, 
1920,  page  17. 


■)'» 
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B9em  that  the  additional  cost  wotild  run  into  hnnflrods  of 
milliono. 

Ths  cities  having  multiple  oontrol  are  violating  the 
best  principles  of  educational  aaministration  laid  dorn  by 
our  most  outstanding  educators.     They  are  violating  tho  prin^ 
ciples  of  efficient  bUBimee  edminiGtration  and  ths  best  prin- 
ciples of  public  administration.     Yet  from  a  careful  study 
of  the  facto  herein  presented  no  juatification  for  such  viol- 
ation csn  bo  found.     Ilultiple   acecutive  control  of  school 
eysteme  seems  to  be  expensive  and  inefficient.     It  eertainly 
ia  not  Justified  by  any  of  tho  facts  brought  out. 


^^,^. 


I. 


B     I     B     L     I     0     G     R     A     P     H     Y. 


All  School  Surveys,  such  as  thooe  of: 

Atlanta*  Biiltlmore,  Blaine,  Boise,  Boston,  Bridceport, 
Buffalo,  Butte,  Chioaeo,   Cleveland,  Dallas,  Baneeville, 
Denver,  East  Orngo,  Grafton,  Grrnd  Junction,  Grand 
Rapids,  Greenv/ich,  Eackensaok,  HEnsaond,  Leavenv;orth, 
Minjoei polls,  llontclair,  leTrburcjh,  He^  York  City,  Oakland, 
Ogden,  Peoria,  Portlrnd,  Port  ITownsend,  Rockford,   Salt 
Lake  City,  San  Antonia,  San  Frfuioisoo,  SprinfjCield,   South 
Bend,  St,  Louis,  St.  Paul,   Sjrraouso,  Waterl)ury,  ttc. 

Alton,  111,,  Board  of  r.cmoation,  "Survey  of  the  /-Iton  P^^Tplic 
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